[Excerpt] Multidimensional scaling of statements that identify when individuals consider an activity in which one is engaged to be working was conducted on representative samples of the employed labor forces in Belgium, Germany, Japan and the USA at the time period 1982-83 and again at the time period 1989-92. Representative labor force samples of the employed labor forces in East Germany, Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, Slovakia and Beijing, China studied at the time period 1991-92 were subjected to the same MDS analysis. The results provide strong support that one dominant dimension underlying the way in which people define working ranges from individual cost to social contribution. Individuals who define working in burden and/or constraint terms emphasize costs to the individual. Individuals who define working largely in responsibility and exchange terms emphasize reciprocal exchange relations between the individual and the organization/society. Individuals who define working largely in social contribution terms emphasize the social benefits of working. The work definition structures found in each of the four countries with replication samples are quite stable over time. In total, the work definition responses of over 18,000 individuals were studied. This paper has not undergone formal review or approval of the faculty of the ILR School. It is intended to make results of Center research, conferences, and projects available to others interested in human resource management in preliminary form to encourage discussion and suggestions .
Introduction
There is abundant evidence that the activity of working and the outcomes flowing from working are of major significance to individuals in industrial societies (Terkel, 1972; Dubin, Hedley and Taveggia 1976; MOW International Research Team, 1981; Yankelovich et aI., 1985; Hall, 1986; MOW International Research Team, 1987) .
These studies conclude that working has general significance and importance to individuals "because it occupies a great deal of their time, because it generates economic and socio-psychological benefits and costs, and because it is so interrelated with other important life areas such as family, leisure, religion and community.» (England and Harpaz, 1990, p. 253) .
While this composite rationale for the significance of working seems clear, we still have not developed sufficient understanding about the underlying structure of the denotative characteristics which identify or signify when an activity in which one is engaged is considered to be working.
The present paper results from attempts to sharpen and clarify a previously articulated literature based classification of three major types of definitional concepts: 1) broad rationales or 1
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Cornell University reasons for doing or being engaged in working, 2) personal outcomes or states which result from performing or engaging in working activities, and 3) constraints or controls related to the context or performance of working activities (England and Harpaz, 1990, 256-258) . Multidimensional scaling of interrelationshipsamong categorical variables that identify when individuals consider an activity in which one is engaged to be working revealed only partial empirical support for the above literature based structure of work defInitionalstatements. Initial results, however, led us to develop an ordered four category structure which included burden characteristics, constraining characteristics, responsibility and exchange characteristics, and social contribution characteristics. 1 Thus, the present paper will utilize 15 representative samples of the employed labor forces in II nations to make inferences about the generality of work defInition structures among nations as well as inferencesabout the stability (or instability) of work defInition structures at different time periods for each of 4 nations where replication samples were studied six to nine years later than the original study. Particular emphasis will be placed on work defInition structure similarities and differences among nations and across time periods for certain nations with secondary analyses among gender and age groups. Basically we are interested in (1) detennining whether or not there is a common structure across nations in the ways in which individuals defme the activity of work}ng, (2) determining whether or not work defmition structures generalize across . time periods for specifIed nations, and (3) comparing the relative influence of national context and demographic context (gender and age) on work defmition types.
Background
The Meaning of Working International Research Project (the source of the present paper)
was decentralized collective research where researchers from the participating countries jointly designed, developed and implemented the research, analyzed data and reported fIndings (Ruiz-2 Quintanilla, 1994) . The MOW Project represents cross-national research in the form of empirical/survey researcl1 which is cross-sectional in nature. A detailed presentation of the MOW Project in tenns of its scope, purposes, developmental and pilot-testing procedures utilized, techDiques used to improve questionnaire translations and achieve conceptual equivalence, attempts to minimize social desirability and response set problems and sampling design can be found in (MOW International Research Team, 1981 , 1987 Beijing region. In all samples, respondents were selected by various random methods (e.g., stepwise rando~selection according to random household identification, random choice among those who fell within prescribed categories, and random quota sampling). They were interviewed individually by professional interviewers from national opinion survey agencies or by other highly trained interviewers using a standardized questionnaire. The samples represent a cross section of individuals from different occupations, industries, services, jobs, gender and age distributions, educational levels, backgrounds and situational contexts as found in the employed labor forces of the participating countries at the time the data were collected. Comparisons of sample data with census data show a high degree of representativeness in the samples:! (MOW International Research Team, 1987; Wilpert and Maimer, 1993; Ruiz-Quintanilla 1992a , '1992b , 1992c , 1992d Within the category of broad rationales or reasons for working, many authors focus on working in terms of its economic rationale. Firth (1948) suggests that 'income producing activity' covers a general definitional use of the term work. Friedmann and Havighurst (1954) see one function of work as maintaining a minimum sustenance level of existence. Dubin (1958) says that by work we mean continuous employment in the production of goods and services for remuneration. Anderson (1961) defmes work as an 'activity of some purpose' or, in more direct terms, as time given to a job for which one is paid. Braude (1975) states that work may be viewed as that which a person does in order to survive; work is simply the way in which a person. earns a living. Miller (1980) defmes work as the various ways in which human beings attain their livelihoods. Other major rationales for working also are suggested. Friedmann and Havighurst (1954) and Donald and Havighurst (1959) note that one function of work is to serve or benefit society. The authors of Work in America (Special Task Force, 1973 ) defme work as an activity that produces something of value for other people. Salz (1955) defmes work as activity one does in the execution of a task or project.
Personal outcomes or states which result from engaging in working activity include a variety of notions. Weiss and Kahn (1960) , in one of the few attempts to defme work empirically, noted that one-fifth of the men interviewed in their samples defmed work as an activity which requires physical or mental exertion. Warr (1981) also regards employment as providing outlets for physical and mental energy. Morse and Weiss (1955) identify a sense of belonging as a personal outcome of working; intervieweesnoting that working gives them a feeling of being tied into the larger society. Work is also s~en as a source of identity and peer-group relations (Friedmann and Havighurst, 1954; Steers and Porter, 1975) . Shimmin (1966) notes that one distinguishing feature of work is that it is not enjoyable. Support for this idea is also advanced by Weiss and Kahn (1960) by defining work as activity one performs but doesn't enjoy. Firth (1948) , however, warns against representing work simply as something which people do not like doing.
Finally, other authors have identified a range of notions which are constraints or controls relating to th~context or performance of work activities, Miller (1980) states that the context of meaning about work that has most occupied sociologists of work in this century is that of the workplace. Anderson (1961) identifies 'time given to a job' as important. Thus, both where work takes place and when it takes place. are potential deftning elements. HeA1'11Show (1954), Kahn (1960), and Friedman (1961) identify elements of obligation, control and restraint when defining work. Accountability, compulsion and being directed by others are suggested as potential defIning elements of working.
It is easy to see why Firth (1948) concludes that any defInition of working must to some extent be arbitrary. What does seem signifIcant about the MOW project formulation of work defInition measurement is that it attempts to include major conceptual elements identifIed in the literature, it relies on the views of those working, and it is done in a standardized manner in all countries based on pilot studies. The work defInition item fInally utilized in the MOW project which provides the basic data for the present paper is as follows: Not everyone means the same thing when they talk about working. When do you consider an activity as working? Choose four statements from the list below which best defme when an activity is 'working'. n. If others profit by it.
The above item resulted from pilot studies on various versions of the item involving some 26 defining elements. The reason that respondents were asked to 'choose four statements' also comes from pilot study results. When respondents were asked to choose all of the statements that defined when an activity is working for them, 61 percent utilized either three or four statements. The four statement choice occurred nearly three times as frequently as the three statement choice. The other numbers of statements chosen ranged from 2-10 and none were utilized by more than 6 percent of the pilot groups. The benefits gained from utilization of a standardized four statement defining task for respondents seemed greater to us than the relatively small amount of information lost by the standardization. It also should be noted that the definition of working item occurred rather late in the questionnaire (about two-thirds of the way through) and that the preceding context implied but never directly stated that employment served as the general referent for working. "
pp. 255-256.
Proposed work definition structure Review of the fourteen work definition statements (a-n) in tenns of content categories and early multidimensional scaling efforts led us to classify the statements into four ordered categories as follows: is the generality of this proposed structure of work defmitions across nations and across time periods within nations that will be assessed in the present paper.
National responses on the work definition item Table 1 shows the percentage of individuals by sample who chose each of the 14 statements as defining when an activity is working. Table 2 ranks the percentages within each country from high (1) to low (14) values. The data are displayed within the four ordered categories (burden characteristics, constraint characteristics, responsibility and exchange characteristics and social contribution characteristics). For a general picture of national differences and similarities it seems most useful to look at the last 11 columns in Table 1 and 2 which show work defmition results for the 11 national samples having data collected in the most recent time frame (1989 to 1992).
These data obviously reveal both similarities and differences between countries in how their labor ~ssing the prOP-osedwork defInition structure Nonmetric multidimensional scaling analysis (ALSCAL from SPSS for windows) was conducted on each of the 15 samples, thus one is able to make inferences about the generality of.
work definition structures among 11 countries as well as inferences about the stability (or instability) of work defInition structure for a given country at different time periods (replicabiIity).
Since the data from our work defInition procedure are binary in nature (each given defInitional statement is either "chosen" or "not chosen" by a respondent as best defining when an activity is "working"), we used the Jaccard similarity measure (similarity ratio) as the most appropriate similarity measure for our data and our pUIpOse. The Jaccard similarity measure ranges from 0 to 1 and for each pair of work defInition items is the ratio of the times the two defInitional items are both chosen as defIDing working divided by (the times that both definitional items are chosen plus the times only one of the two items is chosen as defining working). This measure is not influenced by instances where neither of the two defInitional items is chosen.
The Jaccard measure was subtracted from 1 in each instance to convert it to a dissimilarity measure for use with a nonmetric classical MDS Euclidean distance model in two dimensional space (KruskaI, 1964) . We are interested in observing how well our empirical data fIt the suggested ordered categorization of defInitional statements. For this purpose we represent the similarity information geometrically so that items are represented by points that are distributed in a .
geometric space in a way that the higher the similarity between two variables, the closer the points representing them. This correspondence between item similarities and geometric distances, allows us to examine the usefulness of our defInitional system in the MDS space by trying to partition the space in a way that points representing items belonging to the same category (facet elements) all fall into the s~e region (regional hypothesis);
As our hypotheses proposes a linear pattern of the work definition structure from 'Burden' over 'Constraint' to 'Responsibility and Exchange', and finally 'Social Contribution, we expect a linearly ordered axial pattern (see Borg & Shye, 1993, pp.137) , i.e. one where the partitioning lines cut the space in a parallel fashion into ordered regions (axial simplex of regions). We expect ordered regions because the 'Burden' region should always come first and before the 'Constraint' region. The 'Responsibility and Exchange' region should always follow the 'Constraint' region, and should in turn be followed by the 'Social Contribution' region.
If the partition lines can been drawn in a way reflecting the expected order of the regions, we can asses our hypothesesfurther by considering the number and magnitude of errors of cIassification, e.g. count how many items are found in a region where they were not hypothesized, The results for Germany (FRG) are shown in Figure 3 . For Time 1, an axial simplex of ordered regions is shown with two deviations (n is in the constraint region but should be in the social contribution region; and c is in the burden region but should be in the constraint region).
For time 2, an axial simplex of ordered regions is shown with one deviation (item n is in the responsibility and exchange region but should be in the social contribution region). There is substantial indication that the structure of work definitions does not change appreciably in Germany On balance, we conclude that the work definition structures found in each of these four countries are quite stable over time (6 to 9 year periods). The deviations from our proposed classification of work definition items are relatively minor with the exception of one large deviation in the German Time 1 data and one large deviation in the Japan Time 2 data. The results from these four countries thus provide support for the replicability of work definition structures over time as well as supporting the view that one dominant dimension underlying the way in which people defme working ranges from individualcost to social contribution.
For ease in presenting work definition structure data for the remaining 7 countries, we
show the results for two countries in one figure. Figure 5 shows the two dimensional MDS plots for East Germany and Poland. For East Gennany, an axial simplex of ordered regions is shown with one deviation from the proposed classification(j is in the constraint region but should be in the burden region). For Poland, an axial simplex of ordered regions is shown with one deviation (f is in the constraint region but should be in the social contribution region).
( Figure 5 about here) Figure 6 shows the MDS plots for Slovakia and for the Czech Republic. For Slovakia, an axial simplex of ordered regions is shown" with one deviation (j is in the responsibility and exchange region but should be in the burden region). For the Czech Republic, an axial simplex of ordered regio~is shown with two deviations (c is in the responsibility and exchange region but should be in the constraint region; and I is in the constraint region but should be in the responsibility and exchange region).
( Figure 6 about here) Figure 7 shows the MDS plots for Hungary and for Bulgaria. For Hungary, an axial simplex of ordered regions is shown with one deviation (n is in the burden region but should be in the social contribution region). For Bulgaria, an axial simplex of ordered regions is shown with two deviations (g is in the social contribution region but should be in the responsibility and exchange region; and J is in the social contribution region but should be in the responsibility and exchange region).
( Figure 7 about here) Figure 8 shows the MDS plot for the Beijing, China data. Here, an axial simplex of ordered regions is shown with three errors (h is in the social contribution region but should be in the constraint region; m is in the responsibility and exchange region but should be in the burden region; and I is in the social contribution region but should be in the responsibility and exchange region). Utilizing the work definition data from the 11 national samples most recently studied (1989) (1990) (1991) (1992) , there are 16 deviations from the ordered four category structure (burden, constraint, responsibility and exchange, and social contribution). Each country has at least one deviation from our classification while three countries have two deviations each and one country sample (Beijing, China) shows three deviations. Ten of the sixteen deviations are relatively minor in nature while six are large deviations. On balance, there is substantial support for the view that one dominant dimension underlying the way in which the labor forces in 11 countries define working ranges from individual cost to social contribution.
Assigning individuals to work definition categories
The empirical support in terms of both generality and replicability for the proposed ordered four category structure of work definitional statements suggests the real possibility that individuals might be assigned to one of four meaningful work defInitional types plus a less meaningful "mixed" group. The four meaningful groups are obviously a) those who define working primarily in burden terms; b) those who define working primarily in constraint terms; c) those who 14 defme working primarily in responsibility and exchangetenns, and d) those who define working primarily in social contributiontenns.
Each of the four defInitionalitems chosen by each individual was assigned a 1 if it was a burden statement, a 2 if it was a constraint statement, a 3 if it was a responsibility and exchange statement, and a 4 if it was a social contribution statement. Given that four items were chosen and the number of possible statements for each category (3, 3, 4, 4) respectively, there are 33 unique combinations possible. The fmal assignment of these 33 combinations into the four meaningful groups and a mixed group .is shown in Table 3 . (Table 3 about here)
The major criterion used to assign the 33 combinations of work meaning statements into one of the four meaningful categories (burden, constraint, responsibility and exchange, and social contribution) was assignment to the category which was primarily used to define working. This criterion was operationalized by assigning combinations to a given category if more elements came from it than came from any other category. Using this decision rule, 26 combinations were assigned to the four content categories. Combinations #1 through #6 were assigned to the burden category; #9 through #14 were assigned to the constraint category; #16 through #22 were assigned to the responsibility and exchange category, and #23 through #29 were assigned to the social contribution category. Three of the seven unassigned combinations (#31, #32 and #33) are clearly mixed in content so were assigned to a mixed category. Combinations #7, #8, #15 and #30 have two elements from one category and two elements from another category and in three of the four cases their elements come from adjacent categories. The [mal placement of combinations #7, #8, #15 and #30 was determined through Correspondence Analysis (CORRESP procedure, SAS Institute, 1989): Groups with combination #7, combination #8, combination #15 and combination #30 were treated as supplementary points (external information) and fitted into the two dimensional graphical display of the five category groups (burden through mixed) not including #7, #8, #15, and #30. These displays clearly showed that combinations #7 and #8 fit the burden category, combination #15 fit the constraint category and combination #30 fit the social contribution category. Thus each individual can be assigned to one of four meaningful work definitional groups and one less meaningful mixed group. The distribution of individuals into these five groups for the 15 samples is shown in Table 4 .
( Table 4 about here)
The results in Table 4 clearly show that there are large and statistically significant country differences in the work definition category distributions. Using a conservative .01 level test of significance, there are not statistically significant gender or age influences on work definition category distributions. When gender influence and age influence on work definition category distributions were tested for each country separately, only the two Japanese samples showed significant (.01 level) effects. In the two Japanese samples, the proportions in the burden and in the constraint categories decrease as age increases. Also in both the Japanese samples, a higher proportion of males are in the social contribution category than is the case for females. While the age and gender differences in the Japanese samples are real, they are much smaller in magnitude than the country differences shown in the upper part of Table 4 .
.
Discussion and t!eneral observations
The proposed ordered four category structure of work definitional statements (burden, constraint, responsibility and exchange, and social contribution) generalizes to a large degree over eleven quite different countries. The robustness of the proposed structure is enhanced by the finding that the struc~re replicates over time (6-9 years) in the four countries (Belgium, Gennany, Japan and the USA) where replication data were available. The proposed work definition structure seems robust.
It is also clear from 24  14  14  9  16  11  19  11  12  19  55  53  3  42  24 apercentage (rounded to the closest whole number) of the sample that chose a given statement as identifying when an activity is considered as working.
"The Belgium samples came only from Flanders at both time periods.
cThe Beijing sample is a regional sample rather than a national sample. dThe sample sizes reported and used in analyses represent all respondents who had complete data on the work definition item (i.e., exactly four items were chosen). 
